BACKGROUND 


The Environmental Protection Agency (ERA) 1$ developing three draft document! that 
address the alleged health effects of environmental tobacco smoke (ETS): 

1) A 'risk assessment* of ETS, released in drift form in Jime, 1990, which concludes 
that ETS causes 3700 nonsmoker lung cancer deaths per year. 

2) A workplace policy guide which outlines various options for mitigation of ETS 
exposure and daima that only smoking bans or separata sections with separate 
ventilation will sufficiently reduce nonsmoker exposure. 

3) A compendium of technical information on ETS, with eleven chapters drafted by 
various EPA contractors. Despite the fact that this document le designed to 
provide the technical basis for the workplace policy guide, It has not been finalized 
by the agency and so has net been made available for public comment 

The EPA's Science Advisory Board met December 4 and 8,1990 to consider the draft 
ETS risk assessment and policy guide. At the conclusion of the hearing, the committee 
chairman announced at e news conference that the group had reached a consensus that 
ETS is a cause of lung cancer in nonsmokers. On the issue of respiratory effects in 
children, the chairman and several other panel members recommended that the EPA 
strengthen ha conclusion regarding respiratory effects in children to note a cause! 
relationship. 

On the poBcy guide, the pane! approved most of the health effects discussions in the draft 
but noted that EPA should net make claims about health affects that ere not addressed 
in the risk assessment 

Despite its agreement with the risk assessment's conclusions, the panel overall was quite 
critical of the report and recommended a number of revision* that will require significant 
additional work. Criticisms of the report included: 

1. The panel did ggt agree that EPA had established convincingly the conclusions 
that ETS Is a cause of tung cancer m adults end respiratory disease In children, 
instead, EPA was instructed to revise the report to "make that ease.* 

2. The panei agreed with most of the edbeiams leveled against the risk assessment 
by expert scientists who presented their opinions of the report durihg the hearing. 
Specifically, the panel agreed that numerou* possible sources of bias end 
confounding had not been dealt with sufficiently h the report and that the Individual 
studies should be reviewed more carefoBy In the fine) report 



Source: https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/shwkOOOO 


2501053241 




Background 

P3Q9 2 


3. The pant! suggested that, in addition to reviewing the epidemiologic studies of ETS 

and lung cancer, the report should take into account data on the reported health 
affects of active smoking to support the conclusions on 5T8 even though a report 
from the National Academy of Sciences has recognised qualitative and quantitative 
differences between ETS end mainstream smoke and raised doubts about the 
appropriateness of extrapolating to ET8 from data on mainstream smoking. 

Discussions of the 8AB review should that: 

1 . One member of the panel expreseed deer detent from m* majority’s conclusion*, 
describing as *rash* tha recommendation that ETS be designated t Group A 
carcinogen. Severs! others raised objections to key elements of the risk 
assessment This difference of opinion demonstrates that the issue of whether 
ETS causes disease is controversial within the scientific community and not settled 
as *nti*smokers like to daim. 

2. Despite press reports to the contrary, the SAB panel members chosen to review 
the documents were not biased In favor of the tobacco Industry. 

a) Anti*gmoking activists claimed that six of the pane! members were biased 
in favor of the tobacco industry, based on their association with the Center 
for indoor Air Research. (Tha Center for indoor Air Research was 
established in 1988 to fund independent research projects on indoor sir 
quality Issues. The Center receives funding from tobacco companies and 
others.) in fact 

» 

Not one of these scientists has ever demonstrated the slightest bias in the 
industry's favor. 

indeed, several of the scientists who have been singled out by the media 
have written articles or mads statements that are flatly Inconsistent with th# 
Industry's position on ETS. 

Nona of the tlx scientists who have bean, mentioned in recent media stories 
was proposed by the industry to participate in the review. * 

In fact, fbur of the six panel members singled out by the media are standing 
numbers of the ERA'S Indoor sir advisory committee - and were therefore 
automatically members of the current panel. 
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b) At the request of the Agency, The Tobacco Institute proposed a number of 
eminent scientists with no stake in the outcome of the review for inclusion 
on the panel None of the scientists suggested by Tht Tobacco Institute 
was contacted to participate. 

c) In contrast, of six candidates proposed by anti-smoking activists, three are 
on tha panel Thia indudes David Bums, an avowed anti-smoking activist 
who was temporarily removed from the panel based on the conclusion that 
he had demonstrated e deer bias against the tobaeco industry. Despite 
this conclusion, announced by SAB staff, Dr. Bums was reappointed to the 
panel in response to complaints by anti-smoking groups. 
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